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Abstract 
Traditionally, a user would only use one system for a particular task, defining a one-to-
one user-system relationship. However, the advances in technology are changing this 
fundamental premise. An emerging trend is the notion of one-to-many, where a user 
has a choice of multiple systems to complete the same task. This phenomenon purports 
to alter the current status quo of potentially many of the individual and group level 
theories, especially those on how users accept a system. The study engages in analytic 
induction. Therein, it employs the dual process theory to observe the acceptance journey 
of users, when they are presented with a choice of systems to complete the same task. 
The study identifies the importance of the emotional and rational facets of the dual 
process theory, while introducing compliance as a possible third facet. Finally, the study 
introduces ‘complete agnosticism’ as a novel notion that explains how one-to-many 
user-system relationships are facilitated. 
Keywords:  Choice, Case studies, Dual Process, Technology acceptance model, Agnosticism, 
Mobile Apps 
Introduction 
The relationship between user and system is an important one (Burton-Jones and Gallivan 2007; Burton-
Jones and Straub 2006). Prior literature has considered this relationship between these entities as a 
linear one-to-one (1:1) relationship. Traditionally, in organizational research a user would only have one 
system to use for a particular task and the device and data were largely specific to the user and the system 
(Yoo 2010). Appropriately, information systems (IS) theories conceived this relationship as one-to-one 
(1:1). However, open architectures, increasing hardware and software capabilities and the advent of new 
pricing models have brought substantial changes to system access and usage (Burton-Jones and Gallivan 
2007; Burton-Jones and Grange 2012; Lokuge and Sedera 2014a; Lokuge and Sedera 2014b; Lokuge and 
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Sedera 2014c; Yoo 2010). An emerging phenomenon here is the ability of a user to access a range of 
systems to complete the same task. This notion of one user accessing many systems for the same task can 
be conceived as ‘one-to-many’ (1:M) user-system relationship. One-to-many system acquisition models 
are facilitated through Software-as-a-service architectures that allow an organization to move away from a 
single on premise system to a choice of multiple technologies being available on-demand (Benlian and 
Hess 2011; Palekar et al. 2015; Walther et al. 2013; Winkler and Brown 2013), giving users a ‘choice of 
systems.’  
This research in progress paper aims to investigate how the ‘choice’ of multiple systems for a particular 
task in an one-to-many user-system relationship affects the exiting IS theories. The paper begins with a 
conceptual underpinning of why researchers need to consider 1:M relationships in IS studies. Then, it 
discusses the effects of purported 1:M relationship on the technology acceptance model as an example 
theory. The paper then introduces the research method and the data sample. Finally, the paper presents 
its preliminary results and driving propositions for future studies. 
Choice of systems  
The ‘choice’ this paper describes is an act of choosing (between two or more systems) that a user receives 
when multiple systems are available for completing the same task. As such, a key view in deriving this 
conceptual discussion is ‘ceteris paribus,’ meaning that all or other conditions are equal or held constant. 
In other words, two or more systems that a user would have access to complete the same task must have 
similar capabilities and functions. As such, the resources required for acquisition, maintenance, 
management or the opportunity costs remain the same (or very similar). Present-day technological 
advancements like cloud and mobile computing and the growth of consumerization of IT (Eden et al. 
2012; Eden et al. 2014; Harris et al. 2012; Sedera et al. 2016; Tan et al. 2016; Weiß and Leimeister 2012), 
present opportunities to develop architectures and business models that facilitate a choice of systems (i.e. 
1:M user-system relationship) (Yoo 2010; Yoo et al. 2012; Yoo et al. 2010). An emerging phenomenon that 
highlights the choice of 1:M is the use of mobile applications (apps), especially those communication 
mobile apps (CommApps). For example, a user would have simultaneous access to multiple CommApps 
such as Skype, WhatsApp and Viber, from which a user selects one to communicate.  
It is acknowledged that CommApps may have less functions and features compared to traditional 
organizational-wide systems. However, considering the broader definition of a ‘system,’ where a system 
denotes a set of detailed methods, procedures and routines created to carry out a specific activity, perform 
a duty, or solve a problem(Gable et al. 2008; Sedera and Dey 2013; Sedera and Gable 2010), the emerging 
CommApps is a phenomenon epitomizes the structure of a system.  
PCmag in April 2016 lists 100+ CommApps available through the three main mobile phone platforms 
(Minor 2016). As of April 2016, there are 4.5 Billion active user accounts between the top-10 CommApp 
providers (Statista 2016). More interestingly, on average a user holds 6 CommApps they frequently use 
(Minor 2016).  Each CommApp has the ability to use the data available in the device (e.g., emails, phone 
numbers, images, location) and then read-and-write to the device as guided by the user. Moreover, each 
CommApp could have its unique functionality, scope and features. Practitioners envisage that this 
phenomenon of having many apps (systems) for the same task would become common with regards to all 
systems, including those organization-wide systems. This is an emerging trend facilitated by the sharing 
of storage, memory and data through modern communications and architectures. Attesting to this there 
are 7 patents presented by the Google Corporation on data sharing mechanisms for multi-tenanted cloud-
based organizational systems (Google Scholar 2015). As such, systems sold as ‘on premise’ would soon 
become available as subscribed ‘on-demand’ software solutions. Therefore, the choice of systems and 
devices with similar features, available to complete the same task could alter the current status quo of 
potentially all individual and group level IS theories, especially how users accept a system (technology) 
when many systems are available.  
In order to understand the act of choosing a system, this study draws from dual process theory 
(Kahneman 2011). A user selects from a collection of similar systems in CommApps, ceteris-paribus, is 
dominated by such characteristics like availability, likability and social and public interpretation (Aamodt 
and Wang 2008). Here, rational considerations do not need to be factored in first, unless the user’s 
selection process is interrupted with his/her prior experiences or extraneous conditions. The 
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aforementioned highlights the role of intuition and rationality. A leading theory that captures both 
intuition and rationality is the dual process theory, which originates from the psychology discipline 
(Greene et al. 2004; Greene et al. 2001). The basic idea premise of the dual process theory is that when 
weighing-up options, individuals use both an unconscious (emotional or gut-feeling) process and a 
conscious (rational and structural) process. Psychologist Daniel Kahneman labels the two processes 
System 1 (intuition) and System 2 (reasoning) (Kahneman 2011). System 1 thinking (intuition) is fast and 
automatic and often relies on emotional cues. Kahneman (2011) notes that intuition is based on well-
established habits; therefore it is very difficult to change or manipulate. However, System 2 thinking 
(reasoning) is slower and much more volatile, based on conscious judgments and attitudes (Kahneman 
2011).  
Technology acceptance as the example theory 
To test the aforementioned argument of 1:M user-system relationship, this paper uses the technology 
acceptance model (TAM) as the exemplary theory. Despite its criticism, TAM is used as an example to 
demonstrate the effects of 1:M user-system relationship due to (i) its substantial citations and (ii) its focus 
on the first point of the introduction of multiple technologies to a user. TAM and its variants include 
user’s behavioral intentions, attitude, perceived usefulness and perceived ease of the system. It also 
explains social influences like subjective norm, voluntariness and image (Venkatesh et al. 2003), cognitive 
instrumental processes like job relevance, output quality and result demonstrability (Wixom and Todd 
2005; Wu and Wang 2005) and experience (Venkatesh and Davis 2000). When systems are mandatory, 
subjective norms have a direct effect on intention through the mechanism of compliance, through which 
an individual perceives that an important social actor has the ability to punish non-behavior or reward 
behavior (Warshaw 1980). Yet, when they are voluntary, social influences indirectly impact the 
mechanism of internalization and identification.  
Over the past 3 decades, researchers have used variants of TAM and other IS adoption models to explain 
technology acceptance related to a particular system for a specific task. Some examples of such study 
domains include: e-learning (Cheung and Vogel 2013), mobile commerce (Li et al. 2012; Wu and Wang 
2005), email advertisement (Hsin Chang et al. 2013), mobile banking (Lai and Li 2005; Zhou 2011), 
multimedia training (Scott and Walczak 2009), enterprise blog (Hsing Wu et al. 2013; Hsu and Lin 
2008), electronic business (Lin 2013), software measures (Wallace and Sheetz 2014) and mobile wireless 
communication (Kim and Garrison 2009). In all these studies, the relationship between the user and the 
system was 1:1, meaning that the user had only one system that s/he could have used for completing the 
task. In light the of the changes alluded above on 1:M relationship for user and systems respectively, a 
revised definition of technology acceptance is warranted.  
Consistent with past studies, technology acceptance is defined here as the extent to which a technology is 
incorporated and internalized into the users’ tasks. The importance of the two terms ‘incorporation’ and 
‘internalized’ in this study’s definition are highlighted. Therein, this study is motivated by an interest in 
both short-term and long-term process of technology acceptance. Thus, using the term ‘incorporation,’ the 
study argues that ‘acceptance’ is most effective when the system becomes a part of the user’s standard 
operating procedures or daily routines (i.e. the system has been internalized and become part of the user’s 
process knowledge). ‘Internalization’ refers to the process when an individual incorporates the important 
referent’s belief into his/her own belief structure. Further, it is argued that experimental or casual 
acceptance, in isolation, may not lead to regular incorporation into the user’s tasks and cannot lead to 
long-term effects on the individual’s behavior. At the highest point of acceptance, each user could select 
the right combination of systems, considering the relevant priorities and their knowledge and experience. 
The hypotheses are developed using the dual process theory of Kahneman (2011). As such, the first 
proposition of the study is ‘when many systems are available for the same task, a user will accept a 
system based on their emotions’ (H1). They do so because the human brain favors speed as people would 
like to make decisions as quickly as possible (Kahneman 2011). However, considering the views of the 
dual process theory and TAM related studies it can be argued that the user will accept a technology using 
rationality. This yields the second proposition, ‘when many systems are available for the same task, a 
user will accept a system rational considerations’ (H2). The theoretical background of the dual process 
theory and the novelty that requires openness to other constructs, introduced the researchers of this study 
to analytic induction (Manning 1982; Patton 2002). 
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Method and the Sample 
The objective of this study is to explore new or extend existing theoretical propositions based on the 
phenomenon of CommApp use. As such, a qualitative approach is deemed suitable (e.g., Rivard et al. 
2011). The overall methodological approach in the study consists of two steps: first, the proposition 
discerned from the extant mainstream literature are subjected to deductive examination; and second, an 
inductive approach is adopted “to discover concepts and hypotheses not accounted for in the original 
formulation” of the hypotheses (Patton 2002, p.494). Such an approach has been used by many 
researchers in the discipline (e.g., Dibbern et al. 2008; Rivard et al. 2011) and is consistent with the 
approach some scholars refer to as analytic induction (Patton 2002). The advantage of this approach is 
that it is possible to critically examine the state-of-the-art knowledge about a topic and incrementally 
build on the body of work, by retaining the aspects found to be empirically valid and reformulating the 
aspects found to be questionable or invalid. Data was collected using semi-structured interviews. The 
sample included 67 respondents representing South-Asia, Western and Gulf. The diversity of the sample 
is intentional, so that it represents the natural population of users of CommApps allowing generalizability 
of findings. The interviews, each lasting approximately 30-40 minutes, explored various facets of how a 
user ‘accepts’ the system (i.e. CommApp). Having at least two CommApps was the only selection criteria 
for the study sample. The sample average of CommApps per user was 3.8, possibly establishing a 
benchmark for future studies of similar nature. The interviews transcribed into 390 pages of text. The 
analysis commenced by first deriving open codes. A total of 87 unique open codes derived at the end. 
Then, each open code was mapped into two main classifications of ‘emotional’ and ‘rational,’ as per the 
dual process theory. Sixty-one open codes mapped into the two classifications, leaving 26 unmapped open 
codes. The unmapped open codes were carefully reviewed and analyzed.   
Findings  
The preliminary findings presented herein demonstrate the results of the propositions. It first identifies 
the specific roles of the emotional and rational spheres, as well as ‘compliant’ as a new sphere that was 
inductively identified in the study. Second, a descriptive system acceptance journey is presented next with 
some selected case examples. Third, the study introduces a new notion termed here as ‘complete 
agnosticism’ as an explanation to the existence and possible proliferation of multiple systems for the same 
task.  
Three Spheres of Acceptance  
Broadly, all participants discussed the influence of emotions and rationality in the process of choosing 
and using CommApps. Consistent with the definition of the dual process theory, emotion based 
technology acceptance is fast, automatic and often relies well-established habits. As noted above, rational 
technology acceptance is slower and much more volatile, based on conscious judgments and attitudes 
(Kahneman 2011). 
In relation to the ‘rational’ sphere, participants discussed the importance of such aspects like usefulness, 
ease of use, accessibility, compatibility, risk and cost. Respondent #38 consolidated such views of the 
rational sphere “…they all are easy-to-use now…but some are difficult to get access to…you know that 
there are some compatibility issues with some operating systems…if it’s not free, they won’t fly…” The 
notion of rationality evidenced through the respondent focuses on CommApps features, functions and 
cost of retention.  
Emotional sphere was quite evident in the data analysis. Participants described ‘social influence’ as one of 
the key cues (i.e. emotional reactivity to stimuli) in accepting a technology. Participant #12 states “…The 
only reason for me to use this [CommApps] was to talk to my friends in my sports team…they all use 
this…” The emotional sphere also included attractive emoticons that are beyond the core features and 
functions of the CommApps. For example, participant #36 explained the expressiveness of the emoticons 
in one of the CommApps “…I use Telegraph only when I want to be cheeky and expressive…the other 
emo[ticon]s are not that cool” It is noted that emotions in this study go beyond the network externalities 
that has been commonly employed as a theoretical explanation accepting social media (e.g., Stieglitz and 
Dang-Xuan 2013). 
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The 26 un-mapped open codes inductively yielded a new sphere, which tentatively titled as ‘compliant.’ 
The term compliant was defined by participant #18 as “…my company has a complete ban on 
Facebook…I have to comply with their policies…” Here the term compliant refers to such aspects like 
organizational policy, social and cultural pressure, or other limitation that prevent using particular 
CommApps as facets hindering their system acceptance. The compliance sphere focusses on measured 
actions by the user according with or meeting rules or standards.  
Overall, the number of citations observed for each sphere evidenced that the emotional sphere is more 
likely to have a greater influence on one’s technology acceptance with 39 open codes, then compliant (26 
codes), followed by rational sphere (22 codes).  
The Acceptance Journey  
Having validated the two spheres as per the dual process theory and having identified a possible third 
sphere through induction, the study then observed how the spheres influence participants’ acceptance of a 
technology.  
The analysis revealed that participants commence accepting technologies from any of the three spheres. 
Participant #4, who was commenting on his introduction to CommApps states that “…I knew that there 
were heaps of [Comm]apps, I was looking specifically for reviews of those that are stable and secure…” 
Here, technology acceptance of participant #4 originates from the rational sphere (see panel A in Figure 
1). On the other hand, participant #19 (see panel B in Figure 1) begins acceptance from the emotional 
sphere. S/he states that “…there are many [Comm]apps, but you have to be on the one that your friends 
are…otherwise you miss out.” The compliant sphere too was deemed important in the journey of 
accepting a technology. Participant #17 states that “…I cannot use Facebook Messenger in China…so 
when I travel back, my friends were using QQ and WeChat…they are not bad…have the same features 
like Facebook Messenger…” Here, the compliance stops the user from accepting the chosen technology 
(panel C in Figure 1). However, the user does not stop; rather he seeks alternative technology choices 
(systems) available in his phone. Similarly, respondent #20 (panel D) withdraws the use of Telegraph 
after a rational evaluation.  
 
Figure 1.  Acceptance Journey 
 
Similar to the four respondents’ acceptance journey in Figure 1, the acceptance journeys were drawn for 
all 67 respondents. Analyzing paths of the 67 respondents yielded Table 1, which explains six salient paths 
between the constructs, their description, a sample quote and the implications when the user is presented 
with multiple technologies. Using Figure 1 and Table 1 we make several observations. 
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Table 1. The six salient paths to technology acceptance 
  Path Explanation Sample Quote  1:M Implication 
a Rational > Emotional  The user takes for this path only 
when most of the rational 
requirements are met. The user 
seeks social and/or personal affinity 
of their CommApps selection. 
Common with new users. 
"WhatsApp and Facebook 
Messenger are pretty same…I 
downloaded both on to my phone, 
but I mostly use WhatsApp, 
because that's where my friends 
are" - Participant #11 
The choice of systems allow the user 
to discontinue using a particular 
system. When users did not have 
such options (in 1:1), user ended-up 
unhappy using the only system 
available.  
b                > Compliant When the CommApps meets the 
functional requirements, the user 
opts for this path usually when there 
is procedural uncertainty around the 
use of the CommApps.  
"You can use anything 
[CommApps] at home…but at 
work, we can only use Skype for 
Business" - Participant #21 
When there is only one system, then 
formal compliance was pre-
attained.  
c Emotional > Compliant For a user to take this path, we 
observed that there is a degree of 
persuasion by the social and/or 
personal factors.  
"There was a social movement to 
not to use WhatsApp in my 
country. I was using this for a 
period but gave up using it to 
support the cause" - Participant 
#45 
The choice of systems allows social 
compliance to arise. Such notions 
do not arise from a single system 
environment. 
d                      > Rational Subsequent to the introduction of a 
CommApps through socializing, 
users take this path to investigate 
the features and functions of the 
CommApps. Most commonly 
observed 2nd step. 
"I got Viber because my friends 
use it…I am still discovering [its] 
features" - Participant #05 
The choice of systems had not 
increased the choice of features and 
functions available to a user. They 
still engage in activities that are 
similar in nature.  
e Compliant > Rational This is a highly unlikely path. It is 
unlikely, because for this path to 
occur, 'compliance' would have to 
have occurred as the 1st or 2nd step. 
"When they started boycotting 
apps that Jews developed in the 
Middle East, I had to see which 
ones [other CommAppss] would 
support my needs" - Participant 
#01 
The choice of systems made it 
possible for users to engage in 
selective compliances. Like the 
example described, social 
compliance would not have been 
possible if there was only one 
CommApps. 
f                       > Emotional  This path is likely, only if the 
compliant sphere stops the use of 
the existing CommApps. As such, 
step 4 is likely to happen. 
"I had to switch to QQ and 
WeChat…FB Messenger was not 
working and Skype also had some 
issues" - Participant #54 
The choice of systems makes it 
possible to mix rational and 
emotional perspective in decision 
making.  
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All spheres are relevant: It was observed that all three spheres influence the technology acceptance 
process. As suggested in the dual process theory, the study highlights the importance of both emotional 
and rational spheres and the role of the newly identified compliant sphere. The mappings of the 
respondents demonstrated that 97% of the participants referred to all three spheres in accepting a 
technology. To the extent that all spheres are ‘ticked-off’ by the user, then s/he has acceptance the 
technology. However, the ‘acceptance’ of technologies is not a state of permanence with multiple 
technology options and it describes an iterative process.  
Emotional: Eighty-seven percent (87%) of the participants of the study accepted a technology based on 
their emotional values. The finding is consistent with the dual process theory. When presented with 
system choices, users are likely to choose the emotional pathways, than rational conditions. The 
emotional sphere included perspectives like socializing, social influence and individual personality. For 
example, Skype was the first CommApps for participant #46 because “…my family was already using it.” 
Moreover, respondent #31 states “I don’t like Facebook…so didn’t want to use anything to do with that.”  
Rational: The study found that each respondent would always make a rational evaluation of the 
CommApps selected through emotions. A rational evaluation included an assessment of the functions and 
features, ease of use and cost. When a user switches to a new CommApps due to emotional or compliance, 
the rationality was introduced again for the new CommApps. For example, when participant #17 selected 
QQ through his emotional assessment, he then makes a rational evaluation of the new CommApps.  
Seamless, non-liner, recursive process: Though emotional, rational and compliant constructs can 
interrupt one’s technology acceptance, the task that s/he was engaged in continued seamlessly. This is due 
to several reasons: (i) most CommApps have similar functionality and are free; (ii) the data requirements 
(i.e. telephone numbers and emails) are seamlessly drawn to multiple CommApps without restriction. For 
example, participant #17 changes from Facebook messenger to QQ due to Facebook censorship in China. 
Yet, the participant does not see this as an issue or a barrier. The technology acceptance, when choices are 
present, is not a linear process. Rather it is a recursive process, where the user evaluates and re-evaluates 
options. 
Overall, the first proposition was observed to be true in most cases. When participants are presented with 
a choice of systems, they are most likely to be influenced by emotions. Proposition 2 was observed to be 
false in most cases. In contrast to the theoretical structures of TAM, the acceptance when choices are 
presented is not a linear process and that for most participants all three constructs of emotional, rational 
and compliant made a substantial influence in their technology acceptance decisions. In these conditions, 
a rational evaluation becomes less important for 2 reasons: (i) contemporary technologies are much 
improved (and continue to be improved) to the extent that rational assessments (e.g., ease of use) are (or 
becoming) superfluous and (ii) one would not choose a technology based on its usefulness, rather they 
deemed it useful at the point of selection. As such, a user is more likely to make emotional selections of 
which technology to use from his/her selection. Such findings would allow researchers derive constructs 
that would complement TAM. However, when a technology is brand new or for a new user, a rational and 
compliant assessment is likely to take place. Yet, the importance of those spheres diminishes overtime, 
when the user becomes stable and the emotional assessments take place.  
Complete Agnosticism 
The aforementioned findings expose a crucial perspective related to technology choice and what 
technological capabilities allow users to seamlessly move between CommApps. Even though the 
participants changed CommApps due to emotional, rational or compliant, they viewed their process of 
engagement with CommApps as a seamless activity with no disruptions. Furthermore, the participants 
were encouraged by the seemingly simple functionality of adding, editing and managing contact data in 
one CommApps and that they could be updated in all CommApps. When asked about the complexity of 
managing many CommApps participant #41 state “it is fairly easy…you just have to do in one 
[Comm]App, and it does it in all six.” Similarly, the participants did not face any challenges in changing 
from one operating systems to another (e.g., Android to iOS) or changing between types of phones (e.g., 
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Samsung to Apple). As such, the study observes evidence of ‘agnosticism1’ between the platform, device 
and data2. Data agnosticism, which defers from agnosticism in platforms (Strîmbei 2013), databases and 
systems (Fultheim et al. 2015), refers to the ability for a system to use data from multiple systems 
seamlessly as the data was originating from the system in use. For example, similar to our observations in 
CommApps, even in a corporate information system, master data of one system could be available to be 
accessed using other systems. It is the data agnosticism that provides choice to a user with multiple 
CommApps to be used simultaneously that read, write and modify contact details (see Figure 2). 
 
 
Figure 2.  Complete Agnosticism 
 
Herein, a customer master record (i.e. location, photos, emails and telephone numbers) can be updated, 
accessed and be added by any and all CommApps. This is an emerging area, yet an under-discussed 
theme. 
A-priori Models and Research Propositions for Future Research  
The observations made thus far in this research contribute to the derivation of an a-priori research model. 
Akin to analytic induction employed here (Patton 2002), relevant propositions and the research questions 
for each model are also derived herein, with due consideration to the research method. 
 
Figure 3.  A-priori models of future research 
 
Panel A in Figure 3 is a model for quantitative studies where the three constructs are depicted as 
formative measures. The formative instrument was developed considering the recommendations of 
Moore and Benbasat (1991) with elements of more recent scale development procedures (Petter et al. 
2007). In developing formative measures, the goal was to promote mutual exclusivity and parsimony, 
identifying the most-suitable measures to be included in the a-priori model. For example, in a formative 
model, the accuracy and parsimony of measures is vital, as all measures and dimensions should be 
necessary. This means there should be minimal redundancy or overlap (mutual exclusivity), but also there 
should be no unnecessary dimensions or measures. A formative measurement provides specific and 
actionable attributes of a concept (Mathieson et al. 2001), which is particularly interesting in this case 
                                                             
1 We acknowledge that the term ‘agnosticism’ has a long-standing meaning in religious studies, which means that the view that the 
truth values of certain claims. In an IS context, agnosticism refers to anything that is designed to be compatible across most common 
systems. 
2 Not database, which describes the capacity of software to function with any vendor’s database management system. 
Data agnostic
Device OSSystems Database
Database agnosticDevice agnostic System agnosticComplete 
agnosticism 
 When User-System relationship becomes one-to-many 
  
 Thirty Seventh International Conference on Information Systems, Dublin 2016 9 
from a practical viewpoint. Based on the findings above and staying true to formative measurement 
guidelines seeking completeness, a proposition derived. A proposition (Ha) ‘in technology acceptance 
when one user has multiple systems, all three constructs (rational, emotional and compliant) make a 
sufficient and statistically significant contribution’ can investigate such perspectives. An assumption 
herein is that each construct is measured adequately using mutually-exclusive set of measures. Similarly, 
a researcher could develop the relative impact of each of the constructs, by establishing the individual 
contributions to r2. As such, the second proposition can be established as follows. A proposition like (Hb) 
‘in technology acceptance when one user has multiple systems, emotional aspects will make the most 
significant contribution to technology acceptance’ could investigate this. Similarly, the contributions of 
each construct can be measured. It is acknowledged that the three constructs can be misconstrued for a 
composite measure. It is recommended that future studies be employing guidelines of formative construct 
development and validation of Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer (2001) and Jarvis et al. (2003). 
Panel B of Figure 3 depicts a technology acceptance model in a funnel for a qualitative investigation. With 
the objective of capturing the richness of a context (i.e. how? and why?), in terms of the technologies, 
geopolitical or demographics, a qualitative study could focus on conditions, process and the deep 
reflections to understand how individuals come to a stable collection of technologies. As such, for 
example, a researcher could observe the dynamics between the spheres. Proposition (Hc) ‘An individual 
user will arrive at a stable collection of technologies over a period of time’ can investigate this. Moreover, 
future research can focus on the factors that influence the selection of how and under what conditions 
individuals choose to use intuition or reasoning. Such research will benefit from theories like the 
elaboration likelihood model of Petty and Cacioppo (1986). Triangulation of data sources using 
quantitative data can also improve the generalizability of the research findings (Flick 2016; Jick 1979).  
Conclusion 
This study made several observations relating to the emerging choice of system that purport to provide a 
‘choice’ to the user to complete a task/business process. Using TAM as the designated IS theory, the study 
employed the dual process theory, which describes the decision making process where choice is at present 
through emotional and rational dimensions. The analytic induction method followed in this study 
demonstrates that, when a choice is present, a user alters the established rational process of technology 
acceptance and skews towards emotional aspects. In addition, the study observed the emerging 
‘compliant’ view. The acceptance process suggests that a user engaged in emotional, rational as well as 
compliant aspects and that the process is continuous, dynamic and iterative. It was highlighted that most 
will commence their acceptance process through emotional, yet rationality is apparent in every 
participant. Finally, staying true to the mechanisms of analytic induction, several propositions were 
derived that can be tested using quantitative methods. Future research is planned to further the body of 
knowledge of the impact of data agnosticism and its implications to research and practice.  
It is through the complete agnosticism that a selection of systems for the same task can be developed. This 
research makes several research contributions. John Gage’s notion of “the network is the computer” is a 
reality now and will only grow with the rapid proliferation of cloud computing, SaaS architectures and 
subscription pricing models. Such changes will make it indisputable that the future of computing will give 
the user multiple systems for the same task or business process. This paper discussed the theoretical 
implications of how such changes would influence the IS theories using TAM as an exemplar. The 
discussion and related assessment provides a guideline for future studies. For TAM specifically, this study 
provides a novel approach by conceiving technology acceptance as a continuous, dynamic and iterative 
process. As Lamb and Kling (2003) discussed unlike the traditional IS users, the contemporary IS users 
are immersed in complex and diverse socio-technical environments. Going beyond the traditional  
organizational IS users, Yoo (2010) explained, experiential computing such as mobile apps must be 
further investigated. For the practitioners, this research demonstrates the influence of emotions, rational 
and compliant in technology acceptance. For example, companies can capitalize the emotional 
promotions through the family, friends, peers, as well as social movements to promote use of CommApps. 
However, this study demonstrated that the features and functions of a CommApps have the potential to 
interrupt the process, where only those CommApps that were deemed acceptable in their features and 
functions were continued.  
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